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DETAILED ACTION 

1. This action is responsive to amendment to application 09/616,977 filed on 1/18/2005. 

2. Claims 1,4-19, and 22-37 are pending in the case. Claims 2-3 and 20-21 have been 
canceled. Claims 1, 19, and 35 have been amended. Claims 1, 12, 19, 30, 35, and 37 are 
independent claims. 

3. The rejections of claims 1, 4-19 and 22-37 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) have been withdrawn 
as necessitated by amendment. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made, 

4 Claims 1, 4-7, 10-11, 19-20, 22-25 and 28-29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Lopresti et al. (USPN 5,625,721— ffling date 4/6/1994), 
hereinafter Lopresti, further in view of Motoiwa (USPN 6,343,149 Bl— filing 
5/7/1999), further in view of Walker et al. (USPN 6,381,582 Bl— filing date 
9/29/1997), hereinafter Walker. 

5. Regarding independent claim 1, Lopresti discloses a method for processing a document 
including a field containing information in a predefined domain (Lopresti discloses in the 
Abstract that the invention applies OCR to fields), defining a directory of data relating to 
the predefined domain (in col. 2, Hnes 24-40, the OCR is checked via dictionary), 
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processing the image code the information, and looking up the coded information 
directory so as to check whether the information is coded correctly (in col. 2, lines 24-40, 
the OCR is checked via dictionary). Lopresti fails to disclose receiving a client via a 
computer network images of a number of fields contain the information. However, 
Motoiwa discloses receiving from a client via a computer network an image of the field 
containing the information in col. 5, lines 45-67 and col. 6, lines 1-20, in order to 
facilitate information access on a remote basis. It was notoriously well known in the art 
at the time of the invention that useful processes could be repeated, leading to the use of 
images of a number of fields containing respective information. It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to have used 
Lopresti' s invention in combination with a network in order to have facilitated 
information access on a remote basis. Lopresti fails to disclose a method comprising 
returning the checked, coded information over the network to the client. However, 
Motoiwa discloses receiving from a client via a computer network an image of the field 
containing the information in col. 5, lines 45-67 and col. 6, lines 1-20, in order to 
facilitate information access on a remote basis. It was notoriously well known in the art 
at the time of the invention that processed information was often returned to clients to 
make information directly available to users. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to use a network to return information 
to the client because this would have made information directly available to users. 
Lopresti and Motoiwa fail to disclose a method wherein receiving the image of the field 
comprises receiving a number of fields filled in with respective information, regarding 
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which the checked, coded information is retum to the client, and comprising receiving 
payment from the chent according to the number of fields. However, Walker discloses in 
col. 12, lines 20-50, a database has a set price per field and the total number of fields 
determines the total price. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time of the invention to combine Walker's pricing scheme with Lopresti and 
Motoiwa's invention because it is a logical and efficient means of biUing a customer. 

6. Regarding dependent claim 4, Lopresti, as noted in col. 2, lines 24-40, discloses 
checking the OCR results with a dictionary. It was notoriously well known in the art at 
the time of the invention that checking OCR results requires selecting a dictionary that 
corresponds with the results to be checked (i.e. appropriate language, etc.) in order to 
obtain maximum accuracy. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time of the invention to select data specific to the predefined domain from one or 
more general databases in order to obtain maximum accuracy. 

7. Regarding dependent claim 5, Lopresti is receiving data to be processed for OCR 
recognition, which inherently implies receiving an image of alphanumeric characters in 
the fields. 

8. Regarding dependent claim 6, Lopresti discloses in col. 5, lines 10-25 the use of 
marked text blocks to delineate regions for OCR. This constitutes a method wherein the 
document includes a template delineating the fields, and where receiving the image of the 
characters comprises receiving the image of the characters filled in to the fields and 
remaining after drop-out of the template from the image of the fields. 
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9. Regarding dependent claim 7, Lopresti's invention is receiving data to be processed for 
OCR recognition (see Abstract). 

10. Regarding dependent claim 10, in col. 2, lines 24-40 of Lopresti, the OCR is checked 
and corrected via dictionary. 

11. Regarding dependent claim 11, in col. 2, lines 24-40 of Lopresti, the OCR is checked 
and corrected via dictionary. 

12. Regarding independent claim 19, it is an apparatus for processing a document that 
performs the method of claim 1, and is rejected under similar rationale. 

13. Regarding dependent claim 20, it is an apparatus for processing a document that 
performs the method of claim 2, and is rejected under similar rationale. 

14. Regarding dependent claim 22, it is an apparatus for processing a document that 
performs the method of claim 4, and is rejected under similar rationale. 

15. Regarding dependent claim 23, it is an apparatus for processing a document that 
performs the method of claim 5, and is rejected under similar rationale. 

16. Regarding dependent claim 24, it is an apparatus for processing a document that 
performs the method of claim 6, and is rejected under similar rationale. 

17. Regarding dependent claim 25, it is an apparatus for processing a document that 
performs the method of claim 7, and is rejected under similar rationale. 

18. Regarding dependent claim 28, it is an apparatus for processing a document that 
performs the method of claim 10, and is rejected under similar rationale. 

19. Regarding dependent claim 29, it is an apparatus for processing a document that 
performs the method of claim 1 1, and is rejected under similar rationale. 



Application/Control Number: 09/616,977 Page 6 

Art Unit: 2178 

20. Claims 8 and 26 are rejected under 35 U*S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Lopresti, further in view of Motoiwa, further in view of Walker, further in view of 
Bradford (USPN 5,805,747— fding date 1/13/1997) 

21. Regarding dependent claim 8, Lopresti, Motoiwa, and Walker fail to disclose a method 
wherein looking up the coded information comprises selecting a preferred reading of the 
characters from among two or more possible readings generated by the OCR, responsive 
to the data in the directory. However, Bradford discloses the use of multiple OCR 
readings in order to increase OCR accuracy. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to use Lopresti, Motoiwa, and 
Walker's inventions in conjunction with Bradford's in order to increase OCR accuracy. 

22. Regarding dependent claim 26, it is an apparatus for processing a document that 
performs the method of claim 8, and is rejected under similar rationale. 

23. Claims 9 and 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Lopresti, further in view of Motoiwa, further in view of Walker, further in view of 
Medina (USPN 5,889,897— filing date 4/8/1997) 

24. Regarding dependent claim 9, Lopresti, Motoiwa, and Walker fail to disclose a method 
wherein looking up the coded information comprises generating a confidence score, and 
wherein processing the images comprises passing the images to a human operator for 
coding when the confidence score is below a predetermined threshold. However, 
Medina, in col. 3, lines 60-67 and col. 4, lines 1-14 describes how confidence scores are 
generated and human correction is used as a backup in order to maximize accuracy of the 
OCR data. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
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the invention to use Medina's method of correcting the OCR data from Lopresti, 

Motoiwa, and Walker in order to maximize accuracy of the OCR data. 
25. Regarding dependent claim 27, it is an apparatus for processing a document that 

performs the method of claim 9, and is rejected under similar rationale. 
26 Claims 12-18 and 30-37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 

over Lopresti, further in view of Motoiwa, further in view of Walker, further in view 

of Brown (USPN 6,498,612 Bl— filing date 9/22/1998), 

27. Regarding independent claim 12, it is a method for processing forms that is analogous 
to the document processing method of claim 1, and is rejected under similar rationale. 
However, one limitation that differentiates claim 12 that is not discloses in Lopresti, 
Motoiwa, or Walker, is the limitation of defining a directory of data relating to the 
predefined domain by selecting data specific to the domain form one or more general 
databases. However, this limitation is disclosed in Brown in col. 6, lines 35-55. It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
combine Brown's innovation of the data directory with Lopresti, Motoiwa, and Walker 
because it makes it easier to find information (see col. 6, lines 39-40). 

28. Regarding dependent claim 13, it was notoriously well known in the art at the time of 
the invention that checking whether a set of information is correct requires checking 
whether its parts are correct, in order to assure accuracy. It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to verify the coded information, 
because it would have been a necessary part of ensuring the accuracy of the information 
as a whole. 
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29. Regarding dependent claim 14, Lopresti's invention is receiving data to be processed 
for OCR recognition (see Abstract). 

30. Regarding dependent claim 15, Lopresti discloses performing OCR (see Abstract) and a 
dictionary lookup in col 2, lines 24-40, which satisfy the limitations of the claim. 

31 . Regarding dependent claim 16, it is a method for processing forms that is analogous to 
the document processing method of claim 2, and is rejected under similar rationale. 

32. Regarding dependent claim 17, Lopresti and Motoiwa fail to disclose receiving 
payment from the client according to a number of the forms for which the correctness of 
the information in the field was checked. However, in col. 3, lines 30-35 of Walker, the 
validation of the fields requires that the fields tabulated be valid fields by scanning codes. 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to have the fields be checked for validity because it would help to verify the accuracy of 
the data being manipulated. 

33. Regarding dependent claim 18, it is a method for processing forms that is analogous to 
the document processing method of claim 11, and is rejected under similar rationale. 

34. Regarding independent claim 30, it is a forms processing apparatus that performs the 
method of claim 12, and is rejected under similar rationale. 

35. Regarding dependent claim 31, it is a forms processing apparatus that performs the 
method of claim 13, and is rejected under similar rationale. 

36. Regarding dependent claim 32, it is a forms processing apparatus that performs the 
method of claim 15, and is rejected under similar rationale. 



Application/Control Number: 09/616,977 Page 9 

Art Unit: 2178 

37. Regarding dependent claim 33, it is a forms processing apparatus that performs the 
method of claim 16, and is rejected under similar rationale. 

38. Regarding dependent claim 34, it is a forms processing apparatus that performs the 
method of claim 18, and is rejected under similar rationale. 

39. Regarding independent claim 35, it is a computer software product on a computer 
readable medium that encodes the method of claim 1, and is rejected under similar 
rationale. 

40. Regarding independent claim 36, it is a computer software product on a computer 
readable medium that encodes the method of claim 14, and is rejected under similar 
rationale. 

41. Regarding independent claim 37, it is a computer software product on a computer 
readable medium that encodes the method of claim 12, and is rejected under similar 
rationale. 

Response to Arguments 

42. Applicant's arguments filed 1/18/2005 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

43. Applicant alleges that Lopresti teaches against dictionary lookup. The Examiner's 
response is that regardless of whether or not Lopresti used this technique in Lopresti' s 
invention, the technique was known in the art at the time of the invention. 

44. Applicants arguments with respect to claims 1, 4-19, and 22-37 with respect to Sultan 
have been considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 
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45. Applicant argues that Brown is insufficient to match the claim's description of specific 
domains. However, the Examiner points out that whenever specific information is 
retrieved from a database, it forms a unique subdomain of the database and Brown in 
conjunction with the other art provides this scenario. 
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Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

USPN 6,055,516 (filing date 1/20/1999)— Johnson et al. 

Applicants amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, TfflS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 . 1 36(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jonathan D. Schlaifer whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
4129. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30-5:00, M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Stephen Hong can be reached on (571) 272-4124. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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